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REMARKS 



Claims 1-9, 1348, and 30-38 remain pending. Claims 10*12, 19-29, and 39-41 have 
been canceled. Claims 13-15 have been amended. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner required restriction among the following groups of 

claims: 

I. Claims 10-21 and 39-41. 
n. Claims 7-9 and 36-38. 

III. Claims 22-29. 

IV. Claims 1-6 and 30-35. 

Applicant provisionally elects Group IV, claims 1-6 and 30-35, with traverse. 

As an initial matter, and contrary to page 3 of the Office Action, the claims in Groups I- 
IV have not "acquired a separate status in the art." For example, claims 4 (from Group IV), 7 
(from Group II), and 13 (from Group I) all recite "a computer implemented method," and not the 
separate labels attributed to Groups I, n, and IV on page 2 of the Office Action. With regard to 
the first of these labels, "user requested video" (for Group I), claim 13 recites neither a user, nor 
a variant of the verb '*to request." Thus, the classification of Group I based on the mis-labeling 
of the claims in this group as "user requested video" is in error and improper. 

Similarly, with regard to the second of these labels, "defining a region of interest using 
substreams" (for Group II), claim 7 recites that "the substream correspond^] to a region of 
interest (ROI)." A cursory reading of claim 7 shows that it is directed to creating a substream 
corresponding to an ROI, and not "defining a region of interest using substreams" as alleged in 
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elements of claim 13. Because of the similar subject matter between claims 4 and 13, Groups I 
and IV are related as AB $P and B^, and restriction is not proper between Groups IV and I (see 
MPEP 806.05(c)). 

Also, Applicant submits that Group n is not distinct from Group I for the following 
reasons. With reference to claims 7 (from Group II) and 13 (from Group I), Applicant notes that 
the "creating an MPEG compliant substream . . " element of claim 7 defines similar subject 
matter to the "decoding a picture . . . , selecting a Region of Interest ♦ . . , and constructing a new 
MPEG picture . . elements of claim 13. Because of the similar subject matter between claims 
7 and 13, Groups I and H are related as ABsp and and restriction is not proper between 
Groups I and II (see MPEP 806.05(c)). For at least these reasons, Groups II and IV are not 
distinct from Group I as alleged 1 , and should be examined together. 

Although cancellation of claims 22-29 has rendered Group TH moot, Applicant still 
traverses the separate classification thereof, on the grounds that the claims in Group III were also 
mis-characterized, and it is not at all clear how an apparatus in Group m can be a 
subcombination of a method in Group I. The restriction of Group EI should be withdrawn by the 
Examiner as a matter of record. 

Because Groups I, n> and IV have not acquired a separate status in the art, and because 
these groups are not distinct, all remaining claims in Groups 1, II, and IV should be examined 
together. The cancellation of claims 10-12, 19-29, and 39-41 also lessens the burden on the 



Distinctness between Groups H and IV was not alleged. 



PAGE 15/17 * RCVD AT 5/10/2004 3:10:07 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0-iFXRF-1/8 * DNI§:8729306 ' 6810:703633331)3* DURATION (mm-ss):04-50 



May-1 0-2004 02:13pm Frora-LF3 OFFICE AREA 



7036333303 T-657 P. 01 6/01 7 F-044 

/w*£i No.: 42390,m34 



^erindoingso-Reconsid^on 



and examination of pending 



claims 1-9. 13-18, and 30- 



^^ninto ^on. AppBcan, 
^.fheExamin^^taaAlanP^ 

— • " .^onforan— 0,^-^37^.1036^ 



including extension of nme fees, 
fees to such deposit account. 



Respectfully submitted, 




AlanPedersen-CSiles 
Registration No. 39,99«> 



c/o Intel Americas 

^Ol^fayene Cen^r Drive 
Chantilly.VA 20151 
(703)633-1061 



PAGE 16/17 * RCVD AT 5/10/20W 3:10:07 PM [Eastern Daylight T[me] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/8 ' DNIS:8729306 * CSID:7036333303 1 DURATION (mm-ss):04-50 



